Bracketing is a mental procedure about how people deal with multiple tasks. If a decision maker handles all the tasks at the same time, it is called broad bracketing. If she handles the tasks separately, e.g., one or a few tasks each time, it is called narrow bracketing. This paper experimentally investigates the effect of broad versus narrow bracketing in the context of a mini-trust game. The result shows that, in the narrow bracketing treatment, the investor (first mover) is more likely to place trust on others, but the receiver (second mover) is less likely to fulfill the trust under the same condition. The effect is partly conditional on beliefs in others' behavior.
Introduction
When a decision-maker faces many tasks, she may evaluate the overall consequences simultaneously or group the tasks into multiple subsets, e.g., puts one or a few tasks in each subset, and solves the subsets separately. Such a mental process that describes how people solve several tasks is called choice bracketing. While the global evaluating process is termed as broad bracketing, the subset evaluating process is termed as narrow bracketing. Classical economic theory assumes that people use broad bracketing when making decisions. That is, they evaluate all the possible options at the same time and make decisions that could maximize the overall outcome. However, empirical research has found that this assumption is often violated. For example, in a study on consumer's behavior, Simonson (1990) set two hypothetical purchasing situations to the consumers: in one scenario, people needed to choose food consumption decisions simultaneously for three coming weeks which is a broad bracketing condition. And in the other scenario people made the decisions for each week at the beginning of every week which is a narrow bracketing condition. Simonson found that when making decisions simultaneously, consumers' choices were more variety-seeking than when making decisions subsequently. Moreover, in further research concerning consumer's purchasing decisions (Gourville, 1998) , the price was framed either as an aggregate one-time expense (broad bracketing) or by dividing the cost into series of small ongoing expenses (narrow bracketing). The finding was that when facing a narrow bracketing situation which was called "pennies-a-day", consumers were more likely to purchase the product than in the broad bracketing scenario. Besides, choice bracketing had been found to be influential in the domain of investment decisions (Gneezy and Potters, 1997; Thaler et al., 1997) , where people were more risk-averse when the gambles were presented at one time; and demand for the state lottery tickets (Haisley, Mostafa and Loewenstein, 2008) , where people were more likely to buy lottery tickets when making several purchase decisions separately. 1 In the previous applications, suppliers exploit bracketing to their advantage. In so doing, they act strategically. But to the extent that suppliers are under the control of workable competition, the underlying situation is not one of strategic interactions. Does bracketing also influence choices if the situation is itself fraught with strategic interaction? This is the question posted in this paper. Specifically I investigate whether choices in a dilemma differ between two conditions: when two unrelated but identical dilemmas are presented sequentially, and when they are presented simultaneously. With this test, I aim at understanding how choice bracketing and social preference interact. To the best of my knowledge, this is the first study on this question. The answer is not only of interest for behavioral economists. If there is a sufficiently pronounced difference, bracketing might also serve as a very mild form of intervention for policy makers.
The workhorse used for testing the influence of bracketing in this paper is the mini-trust game (Berg, Dickhaut and McCabe, 1995) . Experimental treatments include broad bracketing and narrow bracketing. The broad bracketing treatment is set by asking subjects to make the two choices on the same screen, while the narrow bracketing treatment is set by asking subjects to make their two decisions on two subsequent screens.
If, as assumed in classic economics, people hold standard preferences, it is irrelevant how two independent choices are presented. Even for a person who holds social preferences, it is often supposed that the preferences are pretty stable, which means social preferences will not be affected by the visual frame of the tasks (Bolton and Ockenfels, 2000; Charness and Rabin, 2003; Fehr, Naef and Schmidt, 2005) . Therefore, I offer a hypothesis that is consistent with classic theory. That is, there should be no difference between behaviors under two bracketing conditions. However, by intuition, the hypothesis is doubtable for the following reason. In previous research, it has been proved that, under different bracketing situations, the mental procedures that decision makers take are different, e.g., in the broad bracketing condition, subjects solve the problems by considering the overall tasks from a global perspective and maximizing the whole payoff, while in the narrow bracketing condition, subjects deal with the tasks separately, i.e., one or several tasks at a time. For the participants who are involved in two different bracketing conditions in my experiment, it is reasonable to doubt that they could invoke two different mental procedures. Suppose, if a participant faces two games sequentially and one per screen, she would develop a solution for the game she sees each time. But if a subject sees two dilemmas on the same screen, she is induced to consider both problems as a set. This could lead to more calibrations than in a single game. As a result, the decisions might not be the same as the ones when participants deal with the problems separately.
The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, the experimental design illustrates how I set the bracketing environment for the participants as well as the experimental procedure in more details. Section 3 presents the experimental results. Section 4 discusses more possible explanations for the effects found in the experiment. Section 5 makes conclusion for the findings of the paper. Figure 1 shows the game tree of the mini-trust game where player A (investor) can choose to not place her trust (option A1) or place her trust (option A2). And player B (receiver) can choose not to be trustworthy (option B1) or to be trustworthy (option B2). In order to exclude the possibility that feedback concerning what the partner did in the previous game interacts with the frame, neither player A nor player B receive information of the decisions that were already made. Because this is a sequential game, for the sake of comparing the decisions made by all the second movers (players B), I use the strategy method to elicit their decisions (Selten, 1967) . More specifically, player B is asked to answer the hypothetical questions, i.e., "if player A's decision in stage 1 in blue/green game is A2, my decision is: B1 or B2".
Experimental Design

The Game
There are two treatments in the experiment: broad bracketing and narrow bracketing, which are differentiated by the visual appearance displayed to the participants. In the broad bracketing treatment (Broad), two identical games are presented on the same screen, and the participants are asked to input the two decisions at the same time (see Appendix I, Panel A), while in the narrow bracketing treatment (Narrow), two identical games are presented sequentially-each time only one game is shown on the whole screen-and the participants have to input their decisions one by one (see Appendix I, Panel B) . From the instructions, participants know that they will play the same game twice, and they will be randomly matched with two different players, but do not know how the games will be displayed on the screen. In order to avoid hedging, one game out of the two is drawn to implement for real payment.
Experimental Procedure
The experiments were run in the Bonn Econ Lab at the University of Bonn in 2010. All participants were recruited with ORSEE (Greiner, 2004) . They were students from various disciplines at the University of Bonn who participated in the experiment for the first time. No subject is allowed to participate the experiment more than once. Payoffs were stated in an experimental currency in the games and converted into Euros at an exchange rate of 100 points per 1 Euro. Each session lasted about half an hour. On average, the students earned 2.37 Euros plus show-up fee, which was paid at the end of the session.
In each session, each participant randomly drew a number so as to know their terminal in the lab. After being seated in the cubicles that were visually separated from one another by curtains, the experimenter read the instructions aloud and explained them in detail (see the Appendix II for the instructions).
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The experiment was programmed and conducted with the software z-Tree (Fischbacher, 2007) . The participants had their roles assigned at the beginning of the game and knew that the roles would not change in the whole experiment. For the sake of distinguishing the 2
The instructions used in the experiment were originally written in German.
Figure 1 The Mini-Trust Game
two identical games they played in the experiment, the first game was called "blue game" and the second one was called "green game".
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Participants received identical instructions (Appendix II) in both treatments. The instructions presented the game that would be played in the experiment, informed participants of the fact that the same game would be played twice, and explained the results of all the possible payoffs in detail, without supplying information on how the two games would be displayed on the screen(s). In the print-out instructions, characters instead of numbers were used in the payoff matrix. The reason of doing so was to allow participants to make their decisions only when they faced with the computers. If the game with real numbers was shown to the participants in the print-out instructions, it was possible that the decisions were already made when subjects were reading the instructions and the settings of the choice bracketing were meaningless then. This possibility needs to be strictly excluded.
Furthermore, a player A was randomly matched with a player B in the blue game and randomly matched with another player B in the green game. Once all the participants made their decisions, their beliefs about the behavior of others were elicited before they received information concerning their payoffs in the experiment. And they did not know that their beliefs would be elicited in advance. Participants needed to answer questions about behavior of both players A and players B in this stage (see Appendix III). The decisions on beliefs were not incentivized.
Experimental Results
In this section, I will show the experimental results in two main parts: from the perspective of the investor (Player A) and the receiver (Player B). Figure 2 descriptively presents the choices participants made in the games.
From Figure 2 it could be seen that, under two bracketing conditions, both players A and players B behaved differently, especially with regard to the selection of two undesirable choices, e.g., NN of player A and UU of player B, and the selection of two desirable choices, e.g., TT of player A and KK of player B. Broad denotes the broad bracketing treatment and Narrow denotes the narrow bracketing treatment. T denotes investor places trust (option A2). N denotes investor does not place trust (option A1). U denotes that the receiver is not trustworthy (option B1). K denotes that the receiver is trustworthy (option B2). The first letter in a pair, e.g., T in TN, denotes the strategy chosen in the first game (blue game), and the second letter denotes the strategy chosen in the second game (green game).
Figure 2 Decisions in the Mini-Trust Game
The Behavior of Player A (Investor)
Now I first focus on the behavior of the investor -player A. In the game, player A needs to decide whether to place trust (option A2) or not to place trust (option A1) on player B. If player A is reluctant to place trust, the game is over. Otherwise the right of making a final allocation is given to player B. There are 32 subjects in each treatment. Each player makes 2 decisions, so there are 64 decisions made in each treatment. The behavioral result is the following: the frequency of the trust strategy (A2) being chosen is higher in the narrow bracketing treatment (28 times out of 64 decisions) than in the broad bracketing (19 times out of 64 decisions), as shown descriptively in Figure 3 . 
Figure 3 Player A's Decisions
It is obvious in Figure 3 that players A tend to trust more frequently in the narrow bracketing condition than in the broad bracketing condition. Yet, the difference between treatments is neither parametrically nor non-parametrically statistically significant. The Logit regression (random effect model) with a treatment dummy only confirms the idea.
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Relying on Hardin's (2006) argument that trust is encapsulated self-interest, player A has to find good reasons to trust her partner player B. If both players hold standard preferences, i.e., if either of them maximizes her payoff, and if she expects her counterpart to do the same, beliefs do not matter. The game is solved by backward induction. A receiver holding standard preferences exploits the investor when given the opportunity. In anticipation, the investor does not place trust. Yet from earlier experiments it is well known that a substantial fraction of receivers refrains from exploitation (Arrow, 1972; Fukuyama, 1995; Putnam, 1993) . Such behavior has been explained by social preferences, and by the intention-based preference for reciprocal behavior in particular (Cox, 2004; Bohnet, Greig, Herrmann and Zeckhauser, 2008; Fehr, 2009; Ben-Ner and Halldorsson, 2010; Ermisch, Gambetta, Laurie, Siedler and Noah Uhrig, 2009) . If the investor deems trusting behavior not impossible, for her decision, beliefs are critical. So it is reasonable to doubt whether player A's belief in what players B will do is the potential alternative that leads to the treatment difference in the experiment. Besides, previous studies pointed out that expectations not only influence individual decision-making when expectation relates to payoff (Rapoport and Eshed-Levy, 1989; Rapoport and Suleiman, 1993; Offerman et al., 1996; Croson, 2000; Croson and Shang, 2006; Charness and Dufwenberg, 2006) , but also when they are irrelevant to payoff (Cason and Mui, 1998; Bardsley and Sausgruber, 2005) . Although how the other players A choose will not influence player A's payoff, the prediction is a normative expectation. Therefore I introduce player A's beliefs in both the behavior of players B and the other players A into the regression for finding out the factors that influence player A's behavior in each treatments.
First, I regress player A's decision to place trust on the bracketing conditions, the sequence of games and beliefs. There are two beliefs in the regression. One is player A's belief in the percentage of players B who will not fulfill the trust (Belief Not Trustworthy) in the blue game (when Sequence=1) or in the green game (when Sequence=0). The other is the percentage of the other players A who will not place trust on player B (Belief Not Trust) in the blue game (if Sequence=1) or in the green game (if Sequence=0). The regression result is presented in Table 1 .
The result in the table reveals the fact that player A's predictions of the behavior of the others play an crucial role regarding her decisions, and the effect is highly significant. First, in the experimental setting, the most straightforward belief that player A normally uses for making decisions should be the belief in the actions of players B. If player A deals with the problems strategically, she needs to consider the choices of players B so as to find out the best response. This is proved by the significance of the variable -Belief not Trustworthy. The negative coefficient of the variable indicates that the higher an investor believes the fraction of receivers will not to be trustworthy is, the lower probability that an investor places her trust is. Player A succeeds in reacting strategically to the prediction of the behavior of the players B. Besides, it is interesting to find that, in games, player A cares about what the other players A behave as well, and this effect is surprisingly stronger than Belief Not Trustworthy which could be inferred from the variables' coefficients. The negative coefficient of the variable -Belief Not Trust proves that the higher the proportion that a player A forecasts that the other players A will not place their trust is, the lower the probability that a player A chooses to trust is. The coefficient demonstrates the fact that, for player A, the opinion about the behavior of the other players A is even more important than the belief in the trustworthiness of recipients. This illustrates that player A's main consideration is not strategic, but rather rests on the normative expectation.
However, the treatment effect is still not significant in the regression.
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At this moment, it is necessary to ask whether the bracketing condition does not influence player A's behavior in any situation. In order to answer this question, the first step is to see how the beliefs are distributed which is shown in Figure 4 (for more details, see appendix IV). Notes: Logit regression (random effect model) on determinants of player A 's decisions to place trust. Treatment is a dummy which equals 1 for the broad bracketing treatment and 0 for the narrow bracketing treatment. Belief Not Trust is player A's belief in the percentage of the other players A choosing not to place trust. Belief Not Trustworthy is player A's belief in the percentage of players B choosing not to be trustworthy. Sequence is a dummy which equals 1 for the blue game and 0 for the green game. Absolute value of z statistics in parentheses. * stands for significant at 10%; ** stands for significant at 5%; *** stands for significant at 1%.
In the Figure 4 , it is obvious to see that beliefs vary widely, especially beliefs on what the other players A behave.
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It has been proved previously that the belief in how the other players A behave is an important factor that has been taken into account by player A. Therefore, it is reasonable to suspect whether, for players A who hold different levels of belief, the bracketing conditions have different influences on the decision to trust. In other words, the wide distribution of the beliefs is the reason for the invisibility of the treatment effect. 
Figure 4 Distribution of Player A's Beliefs
To examine this possibility, I run the Logit regression (random effect model) on the determinants with all possible interaction items and test the marginal effect conditional on the levels of belief (see Figure 5 ). In the figure, each slot presents the treatment effect on a unique value of Belief Not Trustworthy. The x-axis in each slot is player A's prediction on the percentage of the other players A who will not place trust. The y-axis is the average marginal effect.
The four slots in Figure 5 display that the treatment effect reverses for those players A who perceive high percentage of the other players A will choose not to place trust versus those players A who perceives low percentage of the other players A will choose not to place trust. Specifically speaking, for those players A who simultaneously forecast that there will be more than 60% of the other players A who will not trust their co-players and more than 70% of players B who will choose not to be trustworthy, the treatment effect significantly differs from 0 (more details, see Appendix V). And the probability of those players A choosing to place their trust is lower in the broad bracketing condition than in the narrow bracketing condition. Although not all the players A are influenced by the bracketing conditions, the subpopulation that is affected is the majority of the whole population, which could be deduced from Figure 4 . So it is time to question why people behave differently in two bracketing conditions. My explanation is that two groups player A solve the games via different mental procedures in two treatments. In the narrow bracketing condition, player A deals with two problems one by one, as in the repeated game without feedback. She tries to figure out the solution for each single case when faces with it. But, in the broad bracketing condition, when faces with two games at the same time, player A treats the problems as a package instead of two single games and reflects more intensely about what is a good policy in such a situation. This makes her, besides other things, think more about whether it is wise to place trust. One way of finding this out is predicting what others who are in the same role would choose to do. So, not only the Belief Not Trustworthy, but also the Belief Not Trust significantly influence the decisions. And the latter belief is a more important consideration than the former one.
Besides, another way of interpreting beliefs provides support to the explanation mentioned above. In the experiment, player A answered two belief elicitation questions concerning the behavior of the other players A. One is the belief in what the other players A will choose in the blue game. The other one is the belief in what the other players A will choose in green game. I set two variables for these beliefs. The variable Belief Not Trust is the belief elicited in the game player A is playing now and the variable OBelief Not Trust is the belief elicited in the other game that player A will play or has already played. For example, in blue game (green game), the Belief Not Trust is player A's belief in the fraction of the other players A who will choose not to place trust in blue game (green game). And the OBelief Not Trust is the player A's belief in the fraction of the other players A who will choose not to place trust in the green game (blue game). The OBelief Not Trust in one game equals the Belief Not Trust in the other game. The aim of this setting is to test whether people form a general belief in the broad bracketing condition. If the answer is yes, the two beliefs would interact with each other and jointly result in the treatment effect. By running a regression on the determinants for the decisions to place trust with this newlyset variable, the possibility mentioned above gets confirmed (see Table 2 ). For player A, the significance of the interaction item Belief*OBelief Not Trust shows that players A, especially those in the broad bracketing, behave in a way that formulates an overall belief about how the other players A will behave. This indicates that, other than showing a merely strategic reaction, player A has a stronger tendency to imitate people who are in the same role in the broad bracketing condition than in the narrow bracketing condition.
In sum, I find a weakly significant main effect for the broad bracketing treatment in the expected direction. According to the paper by Bicchieri et al. (2011) , it is predictable that changing behavior on placing trust is not an easy job which will be discussed after player B's behavior is reported.
Result 1: For those players A who simultaneously hold the beliefs that more than 60% of the other players A will not place trust and more than 70% of players B will not fulfill the trust, the probability that they will choose to place trust is lower in the broad bracketing condition than in the narrow bracketing condition. 
Number of id 64
Notes: Logit regression (random effect model) on determinants for player A's decisions to place trust. Treatment is a dummy which equals 1 for the broad bracketing treatment, 0 for the narrow bracketing treatment. Belief Not Trust is player A's belief in the percentage of the other players A choose not to place trust in the current game. OBelief Not Trust is player A's belief in the percentage of the other players A to choose not to place trust in the other game. Absolute value of z statistics in parentheses. * stands for significant at 10%; ** stands for significant at 5%; *** stands for significant at 1%.
The Behavior of Player B (Receiver)
In this part, I switch the attention to player B's behavior. Player B's decisions are elicited by a strategy method, i.e., "suppose the player A who is matched with you in the blue game (green game) has chosen option A2, as player B what do you want to choose-option B1 or B2". 7 There were 32 players B in each treatment. Each player B made two decisions. Therefore, in each bracketing condition, 64 decisions were made. The behavioral result is option B1 (not to be trustworthy) was chosen 36 times in the broad bracketing condition and was chosen 45 times in the narrow bracketing condition.
From the numbers reported above, it could be found that player B picks the trustworthy option more often in the broad bracketing condition than in the narrow bracketing condition, although the treatment effect is not statistically significant with either the parametric or the non-parametric 7
The behavior is elicited with strategy method for two reasons: first, if player A chose option A1, the game is over. Player B cannot react to such situation. Then her behavior is not observable without strategy method. Second, if player B gets feedback of player A's behavior, it is difficult to distinguish the influence of bracketing conditions and feedback.
test. The Logit regression (random effect model) with a Treatment dummy produces the same result. 
Figure 6 Distribution of Player B's Beliefs
In the section of investigating player A's behavior reported above, it has been proved that beliefs in what others will choose influence player A's decision-making. Hence, I propose that player B's beliefs (see Figure 6 ) in others' choices and bracketing conditions jointly affect her behavior, which results in the treatment difference. Table 3 supplies the regression results with both the bracketing conditions and the elicited beliefs as independent variables.
In Table 3 , the coefficient of the Treatment dummy indicates that the probability that player B decides to be trustworthy is significantly higher in the broad bracketing condition than in the narrow bracketing condition. The effect is the strongest one among all. It proves the idea that subjects process games differently in the two bracketing conditions. Moreover, the significance of three interaction items which include the Treatment dummy shows the fact that not merely the bracketing settings influence the decision to be trustworthy, but the bracketing setting also interacts with beliefs which enhances the difference of the probabilities to fulfill the trust between treatments. First, the significance of the interaction between Treatment and Belief Not Trust indicates that player B solves the problem strategically. Especially in the broad bracketing condition, she uses the prediction on what players A will do as a cue for tackling the problems. The negative coefficient of the interaction items tells that player B views the trustworthy decision as a chance of reciprocity. If she forecasts that most players A will place trust in the first step, she would like to be trustworthy to reciprocate her co-player positively. Otherwise, she will negatively reciprocate by choosing not to fulfill the trust. Second, when player B is in the narrow bracketing condition, she has the tendency to handle the problems sequentially and independently, while when player B needs to handle two tasks simultaneously, as in the broad bracketing condition, she regards the two games as a general social interaction rather than a simple game and tries to generate a rule for such cases. So, besides thinking about the problems strategically, player B reflects deeply whether it is socially acceptable if she fails to fulfill player A's trust.
The solution to the question is to predict the size of the subpopulation of the other players B who plan not to fulfill the trust. The bigger the subgroup is, the less possible that player B takes the trustworthy option. This can be referred from the negative coefficient of the interaction between Treatment and Belief Not Trustworthy. 
Number of id 64
Notes: Logit regression (random effect model) on determinants for player B's decisions to be trustworthy. Treatment is a dummy which equals 1 for the broad bracketing treatment, 0 for the narrow bracketing treatment. Belief Not Trust is player B's belief in the percentage of players A choose not to place trust. Belief Not Trustworthy is player B's belief in the percentage of the other players B choose not to be trustworthy. Absolute value of z statistics in parentheses. * stands for significant at 10%; ** stands for significant at 5%; *** stands for significant at 1%.
Result 2: The probability that player B fulfills the trust is higher in the broad bracketing condition than in the narrow bracketing condition.
When analyzing player A's behavior, I got the result that, on different levels of belief, the treatment effect varies. I think it worth investigating the treatment effect more in depth, conditional on the various belief values of the players B as well (see Figure 7) . The figure shows that if player B predicts that less than 60% of the players A will not trust him, the treatment effect is more salient (more details, see Appendix VI). This makes sense from the structure of the game. If player B conjectures that most of players A will not place trust, the game is more likely to be over by the time player A confirms the decision and player B has no chance to change anything. It is not necessary for player B to think further about how to react. Therefore, the bracketing conditions do not have influential effect on the decisions. Besides, it is worth noticing that player B is reluctant to reciprocate positively (71.43% in narrow bracketing and 65.63% in broad bracketing) if they think with high probability the game is over on player A's side. This could be interpreted as a type of hypothetical punishment. More specifically, if player B perceives that player A will not trust her, she has nothing to do with the zero income. But she still needs find a way to express the negative emotion and hypothetically choosing not to be trustworthy the trust is exactly the way out. 
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The influence of emotion could be found in research, e.g., Houser & Xiao (2003) .
Besides, player B treats the prediction of the other B players' behavior as a reference and considers whether it is wise to be trustworthy, especially for those who think that not too many the other players B will fulfill the trust. Although the prediction is that only a relatively small proportion of the other players B will choose to be trustworthy, player B still would like to fulfill the trust, especially in the broad bracketing. From the distribution of beliefs elicited from player B (Figure 6 ), it could be found that this kind of player B is the majority of the whole population (more details, see appendix IV). For policy makers, it would be good news from both the prosocial behavior of player B and the size of the subpopulations that are subject to the bracketing manipulation. If policy makers could make people have the impression that at least a few the others decide to be trustworthy, it would not be too difficult to get people to behave in the same way especially when people consider the decisions as a social interaction as the mental procedure in the broad bracketing condition.
From the behavior reported above, it could be inferred that more B players are subject to the influence of bracketing settings than the A players. And this could partly be explained by the nature of trust and trustworthiness. In their 2011 paper, Bicchieri et al. experimentally test the reason why people trust others in a trust game. The finding is people believe trustworthy is a norm but trust is not. In my experiment, this is a similar case. In games, although both player A and player B make their decisions based on their beliefs in what others will do, especially the belief in the behavior of the people who are in the same role, the effect is more salient on player B. In the broad bracketing condition, subjects deal with the two tasks at the same time and try to find out a policy for such circumstance. Under this situation, the influence of the bracketing setting is stronger for players B because trustworthiness is a norm for them. They need to take the behavior of the other players B as a hint and figure out what is a socially acceptable decision. Most of the players A are subject to the influence as well, but the effect is weaker because trust is not a norm for players A. Even though players A consider how the other players A behave, this does not always play a role on their decisions.
Discussion
In this part, I discuss some other possibilities that could lead to the treatment effect.
Cognitive Complexity
One possibility that could cause the treatment difference is the complexity of the tasks. By intuition, it makes sense to suppose that when people deal with two games at the same time, the calibration is more complicated than when they handle the two games separately. As suggested in last section, the participants in the broad bracketing condition need to generate a good policy since they reflect the games more general and this is more difficult than simply solving two separate games as in the narrow bracketing condition. Since the experiment is computer-based, I recorded the time each player spent on the decision tasks and set the time that participants spent on the tasks as a proxy for the level of cognitive complexity. There were three time records obtained from the program: 1, the total time each player spent on making decisions in the broad bracketing treatment; 2, the time players spent on the blue game in the narrow bracketing treatment and 3, the time players spent on the green game in the narrow bracketing treatment. First, I compared the total time players used in two treatments. (In the broad bracketing condition, the total time a player used equals the time record 1. In the narrow bracketing condition, the total time a player used is the sum of time record 2 and time record 3.) The statistic test indicates that the total amounts of time that player spent on the tasks has no significant difference between treatments for both player A and player B. The idea that the aggregated complexities of the mental process are different between treatments is rejected. Therefore the cognitive concept is not the reason for the observed difference between treatments.
Consistency
Another possibility in doubt which could induce the treatment difference is the consistency consideration. If a subject chose the same option in games, it is said she had made consistent choices. This may, in fact, reflect her preference, for example, preference for variety (L McAlister, 1982; I Simonson, 1990 ). In the broad bracketing treatment, subjects indicate their two choices on the same screen, while in the narrow bracketing treatment they input each of the answers on two separate screens. Hence, one may speculate that more people will make two same choices in the broad bracketing treatment. The statistic test rejects this conjecture. No evidence supports that the treatment effect is caused by the difference of consistency preference.
Conclusion
The paper experimentally tests whether narrow and broad bracketing conditions affect social preference in a mini-trust game, e.g., decisions on whether to place trust (player A) or decisions on whether to be trustworthy (player B). In the narrow bracketing condition, subjects face two identical games sequentially. In the broad bracketing condition, subjects face the games on the same screen, which is a creative and decisive visual setting. And it is just this small manipulation that proves the fact that bracketing conditions do have effects on individual behavior, but the consequences are different depending on the decision situations and conditional on the beliefs in how others behave.
On the one hand, the probability an investor (player A) chooses to place trust is lower in the broad bracketing condition than in the narrow bracketing condition. The beliefs data supply an explanation to the behavioral difference between two bracketing conditions. That is, in games, player A not only solves the problems strategically by conjecturing how her co-player (player B) will behave, but also include consideration of how the other players A decide. Such effect which could be termed as social imitation is more influential than the effect of strategic thinking. From the perspective of player B's final choices, it is more reasonable for players A in the broad bracketing condition to place trust because trustworthiness is more likely, but actually few players A do this. Apparently, in one of the two treatments, players A are poorly calibrated. Either they overestimate positive reciprocity with the narrow bracketing -then the broad bracketing setting would be a subtle, but effective technology for instilling justified mistrust. Or, alternatively, they place too little trust with the broad bracketing. Then the narrow bracketing setting is a technology for overcoming excessive distrust.
On the other hand, receivers (players B) tend to be more trustworthy in the broad bracketing condition than in the narrow bracketing condition, especially for those players B who predict that at least there are a few players B will behave pro-socially. In the games, player B does not only care about what players A will choose in the first step, but also tries to perceive what the other players B will reply. This is an indication of imitating others who are in the same situation. For player B, it is wiser to be trustworthy in the narrow bracketing condition than in the broad bracketing condition, because more players A place trust in such a situation. However, in fact, most players B fail to do so. Obviously, in one of the treatments, players B do not calibrate properly.
In one case, it could be that they overestimate the trust in the broad bracketing -then the narrow bracketing setting could be an efficient instrument for instilling perceived trust. Or, in the other case, they tend not to fulfill the trust more with the narrow bracketing condition. Then the broad bracketing setting is an effective tool aimed at discouraging socially undesirable behavior.
In conclusion, choice bracketing is an influential instrument for inducing people to behave prosocially, especially when the decision is considered as a norm. When people face several tasks all at once, they tend to solve the problem as a social situation rather than as some independent tasks. The prediction about the behavior of the population that is in the same situation plays a crucial role, especially for the decision to be trustworthy, and the reflection leads to social imitation. Therefore, the social image is an indication of which the bracketing condition is better for inducing pro-social behavior. If policy makers could use the bracketing settings properly, it is possible to direct people behave more pro-socially which is a social-desirable consequence.
Appendix II: Instruction
Welcome to our experimental study on decision-making. Please read the instructions very carefully. It is very important that you do not talk to other participants during the whole experiment. In case you do not understand some parts of the experiment, please read through these instructions again. If you still have questions, please give us a sign by raising your hand out of your cubicle. We will come to you and answer your questions personally.
Please note that everybody in the lab receives the same instruction as you.
In the experiment, your decisions will be anonymous, which means other participants will not be able to link your decisions with your identity.
During the experiment, the payoff will be calculated in points. At the end of the experiment, all the points you earn in the experiment will be converted into Euros with the following exchange rate:
Therefore your total earning will be:
The money you earn in the experiment + 4 Euros show-up fee
The amount of money you get from the experiment will depend on both your own decision and the decision of other participants.
We will privately pay this amount to you in cash at the end of the experiment.
=================================================
The Game
In the experiment, you will play the following game twice. In each game, you will be randomly and anonymously matched with another participant. You will never be matched with the same participant twice, i.e., you will be matched with a new participant in each game. In order to distinguish the games, we call one the "Blue Game" and the other the "Green Game".
There are two roles of player in the game, Player A and Player B. The computer will randomly assign your role at the beginning of the experiment. Once your role is assigned, it will be fixed for both games. For each game, you will receive no feedback on what the other player has chosen.
The game has two stages. The payoff is determined by the following table. (You will see numbers instead of characters on the screen later. The numbers will be identical for both games).
If Player A chooses A1, Player A's payoff is a points and Player B's payoff is b points.
If Player A chooses A2, and Player B chooses B1, then Player A's payoff is c points and Player B's payoff is d points.
If Player A chooses A2, and Player B chooses B2, then Player A's payoff is e points and Player B's payoff is f points.
Your Payoff:
At the end of the experiment, the program will randomly draw one game out of the two to determine your payoff. Your payoff from the experiment will be the points from the selected game.
Computer
You need to indicate your choices by clicking on the corresponding button shown on the screen. Player A will choose to click on either A1 or A2, while Player B will choose to click on either B1 or B2.
If you have any questions, please raise your hand now.
Appendix III: Belief Elicitation:
Player A: Please input a number between 0 and 100:_ 
Appendix IV
dy/dx for factor levels is the discrete change from the base level. 
dy/dx for factor levels is the discrete change from the base level. Table 4 Average Marginal Effect (Belief Not Trustworthy (%) =100) 
Appendix VI Conditional Marginal Effect (Player B)
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Note: dy/dx for factor levels is the discrete change from the base level. 
Table 3 Average Marginal Effect (Belief Not Trust (%) =30) --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------+------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Table 4 Average Marginal Effect (Belief Not Trust (%) =40) --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------+------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Note: dy/dx for factor levels is the discrete change from the base level.
